2 tasks ever given to me to accomplish'. 3 Teilhard's theology, he affirms, restores the catholic harmony between nature and grace 4 -an aim identical to his own.
De Lubac's interest in Teilhard was not, however, purely editorial. Teilhard's theology remained latent in his own oeuvre, and I will show how he goes some way towards reassessing its significance in his 1980 Brief Catechesis on Nature and Grace. Despite this, and the fact that de Lubac continues to be the most important expositor of Teilhard's theology, its impact on his own theological enterprise has received little attention, especially where the questions it poses to his eucharistic theology are concerned. 5 De Lubac's Retention of the Concept of Pure Nature De Lubac's central abiding theological concern was to challenge the prevailing understanding in contemporary catholic theology of the relation between nature and the supernatural. 6 Nature and grace were, according to the reigning Neo-Thomist consensus, separate and discontinuous, with nature regarded as complete in itself and not dependent on divine action for its preservation. This 'pure nature' was, indeed unable to enjoy any form of relation with God, neither of participated being nor of knowledge, because its end, appetite and powers were regarded as solely natural. In the complete system, the two series-pure nature and supernaturalized nature, or nature called to the supernatural-flowed along parallel channels in complete harmony. 8 De Lubac rejects the view that there is any absolute difference between the supernatural and natural realms such that no mutual interaction is possible, affirming that the 'ordo gratiae (order of grace)
contains and perfects the ordo naturae (order of nature)'. God is, in other words, naturarum auctor, the originator of natures. 9 De Lubac states:
Nature was made for the supernatural, and, without having any right over it, nature is not explained without it. As a result, the whole natural order, not only in man but in the destiny of man, is already penetrated by something supernatural that shapes and attracts it.
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The containment of nature is just as important here as the possibility of its exaltation. De Lubac, following Aquinas, does not suggest that a simple passage from nature to grace is possible, because to do so would be to erode the distinction which exists between them, and to present nature as being the cause of its own salvation. The importance and uniqueness of grace is that it alone makes possible the perfection of the properties and attributes specific to nature.
De Lubac consistently affirms his determination to eradicate the concept of pure nature from theological discourse, and believed that he had accomplished this task. Regrettably, however, his success was only partial. This is because 'nature' implies human nature in most of de Lubac's work, and he omits any serious consideration of the role of supernatural action in constituting, preserving and redeeming the wider created order. The concept of pure nature therefore remains intact in his understanding of material creation, with existence and essence intrinsic to it rather than a divine gift. Paul McPartlan perceptively contends that de Lubac 'ventures to explain only Jesus' gathering of humanity into himself', and states of the association of the eucharist with eternity which de Lubac establishes: 'Rather than bringing the material creation into the aevum, the link serves to make of the Eucharist an experience of Augustinian abstraction from material creation.'
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Indeed, in his classic study Catholicism, de Lubac specifically excludes from consideration the 'rich resources of Scripture and the great doctors on the subject of human solidarity with the universe'. 12 At no future point does he remedy this omission. acknowledges the possibility of a definition of nature not restricted to the purely human:
The word 'nature' can mean either, in a more general sense, the entire sense, the whole order of creation, or again, in a more particular and direct sense, human nature; but without there being any need to cut man off completely from the universe. Teilhard realizes that the concept of pure nature separated from the supernatural provides the object of both de Lubac's critique and his own. In so doing, however, he identifies their methodological differences: de Lubac's enterprise is primarily archaeological, in contrast with Teilhard's own effort to reconceive the supernatural in light of modern religious and quasi-religious experience.
Even so, in his next letter to de Lubac, Teilhard defines the particular elements of the tradition which require rethinking, stating that he is more and more persuaded that all the difficulties currently encountered by religious thought and practice are connected with the need to rethink a very small number of fundamental points (probably reducible to just one): concept of Union, physical unity of the Universe, To understand materiality in all its dimensions was indeed an abiding concern of Teilhard's from the earliest years of his life. One dimension of this work was for him scientific, but he pursued with equal determination the search for a specifically theological conception of matter, its relation to spirit, and its preservation by divine action. 22 As early as 1918, he identifies faith in Christ with a teleological principle of the 'integration of the natural in the supernatural' which superimposes itself on human activity and consciousness, granting them a 'sort of vital infallibility, the power to penetrate boldly into the Real, and the firm guarantee of a single, inflexible direction'. 23 For
Teilhard, humanity is thus the agent of divine action on matter in a role analogous to the priest's at the eucharist. 27 The term 'mystical body' was used to refer to the eucharistic body of Christ in a way which distinguished it from the actual historical body of Jesus, rather than equating the two. In Corpus Mysticum, de Lubac argues that the term was subject to a gradual shift in reference and meaning. Prior to the middle of the twelfth century, he contends, it had typically been used to designate the host, whereas it then began to be employed to refer to the church as well. Participation in the eucharist, identified with the flesh (caro) of Christ, thus became identified with participation in the church as the body (corpus) of Christ. This modulation provided the possibility of a renewed fusion of Christ, church and sacrament. In practice, however, it allowed the visible church to be regarded as a purely political and administrative corpus mysticum. This theory attained its apogee in Giles of Rome's treatise on ecclesiastical power, which Giles believed to be the source of all political power and authority, with its fullness in the papacy. 9 thesis, prepared whilst a student at the Jesuit theology scholasticate at Ore Place, Hastings, 35 and is identifiable in many of his wartime writings as part of a wider concern to understand the theological significance of materiality. Matter is both natural and offered to transformative supernatural action, and these facts are revealed ecclesially. Teilhard affirms:
In its dogmas and sacraments, the whole economy of the Church teaches us respect for matter and insists on its value. Christ wished to assume, and had to assume, a real flesh. He sanctifies human flesh by a specific contact. He makes ready, physically, its Resurrection.
In the Christian concept, then, matter retains its cosmic role as the basis, lower in order but primordial and essential, of union. 
10
The Host is like a burning hearth from which flames spread and radiate. As the spark thrown into the briars is soon surrounded by a circle of fire, so, throughout the centuries, the sacramental Host (for these is but one Host, growing ever greater in the hands of priests as one follows after another), the Host of bread, I repeat, is continually more closely surrounded by another Host, infinitely greater, which is nothing less than the universe itself-the universe gradually absorbed by the universal Element.
40
This universal element is Christ, the bond of substance who gives unity and intelligibility to all substances in the world. Teilhard states: 'The sacramental action of Christ, precisely because it sanctifies matter, extends its influence beyond the purely supernatural.' it already contains what it effectively signifies. Thus it is that, in his own way, he spontaneously rediscovers something of the fullness of tradition that our age was in the process of forgetting.
42
De Lubac certainly regards Teilhard as an inheritor of the patristic vision of the unity of the whole cosmos in Christ. 43 Christian confidence in the world is justified by supernatural action on materiality world and not vague pantheist notions of its numinous character. Teilhard, de Lubac states, 'in no way regards the world as sacred in itself' but 'sees it as wholly "sacralized" by the universal presence of its Creator'. Moreover he sees it as 'consecrated' by the presence of the risen Christ, his 'immortal and unifying' presence radiating through the eucharist... Such a concept of the 'consecration of the world' is therefore equally far removed from the secularist theory and from that which attributes to the world, in itself and by itself, a sacred character. 44 It has long been fashionable to criticize Teilhard for an excessively optimistic view of nature and of the role of humankind in shaping it. 45 Critics of his cosmology invariably fail, however, to consider the incarnational and eucharistic basis of this vision, and the place of sacrifice and redemption within it. 46 Indeed, from this perspective, a denial of the grandeur and dignity of the created order would amount to a refusal of the all-pervasive power of supernatural action on it and within it.
Christ, the Church and the World
Teilhard's eucharistic theology is intimately linked with his cosmic christology, owing to the real presence of the body of Christ in the eucharist as exemplary of the function of Christ as universal bond of the whole created order. Christ's universal presence is, de Lubac states in a discussion of Teilhard, the 'effect and continuation into infinity of the Eucharistic transubstantiation'. 47 In both his principal studies of Teilhard's theology, he quotes a draft of Teilhard's essay 'Forma Christi' which refers to 'Christ who is more real than any other reality in the World, the Christ who is everywhere present and everywhere growing, the Christ who is the ultimate determining force and moulding principle of the Universe'. 48 De Lubac later describes the cosmos as a sacrament through which God is discovered, identifying this with Teilhard's 'divine milieu' in which the action of God on the world, and presence of God in the world, are revealed. 49 13 him from developing a conception of the eucharist as representing the substantial unity of the wider created order in Christ. De Lubac admittedly leaves open the latter possibility in places, stating for instance that 'we can give the name "Church" to that gigantic organism which includes the host of angels as well as men, and even extends to the whole of the cosmos as well'. 54 This definition of church would, however, encompass many people who do not regard themselves as part of it in even an analogical sense, whether because of unbelief or owing to commitment to another religion, as well as material objects that possess no liturgical or ecclesial function. Teilhard argues, in contrast, that it is the specificity of the church, and in the context of the eucharist the transformation of matter effected by it, which embody the sanctifying supernatural power which extends beyond the boundaries of the church through the wider created order.
Teilhard emphasizes that the church's mission is wholly dependent on its adherence to the creative and physical action of Christ in the transformation of the material world. It is at this point that his reading of scripture becomes a governing influence on his theology. Susan Wood identifies, in her study of de Lubac's scriptural exegesis, Blondel's notion of the 'concrete universal' with the typological relation of Christ and Mary to the church, yet states that 'de Lubac himself does not draw this connection between Teilhard's work and the intellectual framework of his own work'. 55 The reason, I suggest, that de Lubac fails to exploit this comparison is that he recognizes that
Teilhard, in his reading of scripture, does not in fact identify the concrete universal exclusively with the church, even though the church occupies an absolutely fundamental place in his theology and cosmology as the organic body in which creation, history and redemption are focused. 56 He usually employs scriptural analogy to describe the action of Christ not so much on the church as on the universe as a whole. 57 Christ, he states, is 'he in whom everything is reunited, and in whom all things are consummated-through whom the whole created edifice receives its consistency-Christ dead and risen qui replet omnia, in quo omnia constant.' 58 Particularly striking is a gloss of Teilhard's combining at least four scriptural passages, which praises Christ as the Alpha and the Omega, the principle and the end, the foundation stone and the keystone, the Plenitude and the Plenifier. He is the one who consummates all things and gives them their consistence. It is towards him and through him, the inner life and light of the world, that the universal convergence of all created spirit is effected in sweat and tears. He is the single centre, precious and consistent, who glitters at the summit that is to crown the world.
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Teilhard therefore envisions the sacramental mission of the church as a movement towards a world already predisposed to receive Christ owing to its natural orientation to receive the grace granted to it by his supernatural action.
Conclusion
Hans Urs von Balthasar perceptively observes that Teilhard's work 'provides an occasion to develop more intensively a whole dimension-the cosmic dimension-in de Lubac's thought'. He states: 'De Lubac's whole problematic of the "desiderium naturale" appears in a radical form with Teilhard: the entire universe from its lowest level as pure matter is nothing else but this.' 60 Teilhard offers a theological account of how the whole created order is given an orientation and desire for
God by virtue of its supernatural creation, preservation and redemption. De Lubac needs this perspective in order to complete his critique of the concept of pure nature, motivated in part by a pastoral concern about a declining mystical sense in church life. 61 
De Lubac's relation with
Teilhard is indeed one of need rather than dependence: whilst inspired by Teilhard, he fails to complete the appropriation of Teilhard's eucharistic cosmology into his own eucharistic ecclesiology that would resolve the aporia in the latter which I have highlighted. Teilhard's eucharistic cosmology also provides, at the pastoral level, a suggestive antidote to the declining mystical sense which de Lubac laments-not, crucially, by abolishing the reality of the material order, but through completing it. As de Lubac himself states, in the course of expounding
Teilhard's understanding of the grace-nature relation: 'It is the nature of lower things to be drawn to and absorbed in the higher, not in such a way that they cease to be, but so that they are more fully preserved in the higher, and they subsist, and are one.' 62 The eucharist thus guarantees the reality of the world by revealing, in its materiality, the impossibility of pure nature. 
